Benefits for the donor and costs for the recipient: under what conditions will they help others in the future?. by Liao, Yuan. & Chinese University of Hong Kong Graduate School. Division of Psychology.
Benefits for the Donor and Costs for the Recipient: 
Under What Conditions Will They Help Others in the Future? 
LIAO, Yuan 
A Thesis Submitted in Partial F i i m M k h - \ 
(丨二 J 
of the requirements for the degree o f / 飞/ 
.y. / 
Master of Philosophy 
. . . 
in 
Psychology 
• The Chinese University of Hong Kong 
July 2007 
The Chinese University of Hong Kong holds the copyright for this thesis. Any 
person(s) intending to use a part or whole of the materials in the thesis in a proposed 
publication must seek copyright release from the Dean of Graduate School. 
| ( 1 5 jyi 1 8 ) | | 
~university N^ Xl-IBRARY SVSTEMy^ ^ 
Thesis/Assessment Committee 
Professor Winnie Wing-sze Mak (Chair) 
Professor Michael Bond (Thesis Supervisor) 
Professor Darius Kwan-shing Chan (Committee Member) 
Professor John F. Dovidio (External Examiner) 
2 
Abstract of thesis entitled 
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LIAO, Yuan 
for the degree of Master of Philosophy 
at The Chinese University of Hong Kong 
in July 2007 
The antecedents of prosocial behaviors have been studied for a long time 
from several approaches. However, scant research has explored how the 
consequences of a helping event would influence people's tendency to help in the 
future. The present thesis investigated the consequences of giving and receiving help 
in Chinese culture and their influence on the participants' willingness to provide help 
in similar situations. Both studies examined how perceived self- and other's benefits 
would influence the likelihood to provide assistance in the future. The mediating 
effects of self-benefits on different antecedents were tested in the help-giving and 
help-receiving situations. 
One hundred and forty-six participants took part in Study 1 which 
investigated the help-giving situation. They recalled events in which they offered 
help to other people and reported some cognitive evaluations and psychological 
consequences following the event. The result revealed that only perceived self-
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benefit, not other's benefit, could predict the willingness to help others in the future. 
Further, the donor's perceived reciprocation and social normative support made 
contributions towards giving help in the future through the mediating function of the 
perceived self-benefit, while positive event-based self-evaluation showed no effect 
on the self-benefit perception or on the willingness to provide help in the future. 
One hundred and forty-six participants took part in Study 2 which 
investigated the help-receiving situation. Participants went through the similar 
procedure as that in Study 1. The result showed that both perceived self- and other's 
benefit could increase the likelihood to offer aid to others in the future. Moreover, 
neither recipient's event-based negative self-evaluation nor perceived consideration 
from the donor could predict recipient's perceived self-benefit or the likelihood of 
offering help in the future, after the effect of help was taken into consideration. The 
relationship between the effect of help and willingness to give help in the future was 
mediated by perceived self-benefit. 
Past research usually focused on single antecedents and we could not 
differentiate weak from powerful factors without bringing them together. Using 
multiple variables, our studies distinguished the important predictors. Moreover, the 
non-significant effect of self-evaluation may result from the fact that self-esteem and 
personal achievement are not highly valued in Chinese culture. Future studies may 
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Chapter One: Introduction 
Helping others is one of the most pervasive phenomena of human society. In 
our daily life, nearly everyone has experienced lending a hand to others, or being 
pulled out from a predicament by someone else. There are numerous examples, from 
borrowing an umbrella from a colleague, donating money to a charity, to saving a 
sinking child in the river. Meanwhile, society highly approves helping behavior. We 
are educated to be helpful since childhood, and people behaving altruistically are 
regarded as heroes. 
Given those characteristics, prosocial behaviors have been researched for a 
long time. Part of this work focused on eliciting altruistic actions and investigated the 
determining dispositional and situational factors (Romer, Cruder, & Lizzadro，1986). 
On the other hand, the recipient's reactions to help have also been given much 
attention and several models have been established to explain their cognitive, 
emotional and behavioral reactions to being helped (e.g., Fisher, Nadler, & 
Whitcher-Alagna, 1982). 
In terms of antecedents of helping behavior, scholars have investigated 
predictors from various perspectives. From the personality approach, empathy (e.g., 
Baston 1991; Baston & Shaw, 1991), a sense of personal responsibility for others 
(e.g. Berkowitz & Daniels，1964; Schwartz, 1968)，nurturance (Ribal, 1963; Romer 
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et al.，1986), attachment styles (Collins & Feeney, 2000), values (Omoto & Snyder, 
1995; Van Lange, Otten, De Bruin & Joireman，1997) and other dispositional factors 
have been identified to explain altruistic motivation and behavior. 
Another two streams explored this issue from situational and evolutionary 
perspectives. The former has examined contextual variables, such as the cost of 
helping (e.g., Gruder, 1974)，the expectation for reciprocation (Romer, Bontemps, 
Flynn, McGuire, & Gruder, 1977)，the dependency of the person in need (e.g., 
Berkowitz & Daniels, 1963; Gruder, 1974)，the interactant's subjective closeness 
(Neyer & Lang, 2003), rewards for helping and costs for not helping (Penner, 
Dovidio, Schroeder & Piliavin，2005; Van Vugt, 1998)，the target's sense of social 
exclusion (Twenge, Baumeister, Dewall, Ciarocco & Bartels，2007)，mood (Isen, 
1970), and so on. 
From an evolutionary perspective, efforts have been put to explore the origins 
of altruism, including kin selection (i.e., people help those who are genetically 
related to them, Hamilton, 1964)，group selection (i.e., groups with a larger portion 
of altruists have greater fitness and are more adaptive compared with groups 
composed mainly of selfish individuals, Wilson, 1997)，reciprocal altruism (i.e., 
people expect future payback from those being helped, Trivers, 1971)，competitive 
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altruism (i.e., helpers advertise their desirable qualities, Grafen, 1990; Hardy & Van 
Vugt, 2006). 
Regarding the recipient's reactions, one could regard help as a double-edged 
sword. When a person is in need, accepting help may solve his or her problem and 
pull the person out of distress. In spite of the obvious advantages of receiving help, it 
is pervasively viewed that accepting help will do harm to the recipient, given the fact 
that people occasionally refuse being helped. Several theories have been proposed to 
explore the reason behind rejecting help. Theories have identified the effects of 
indebtedness (e.g., Morris & Rosen，1973)，the restraint of one's future freedom (e.g., 
Briar, 1966)，the recipient's perceived donor's negative motivation to help (e.g., 
Gergen & Gergen, 1971) as crucial factors inducing reluctance to accept help. The 
most influential theory, the "threat to self-esteem" model (Fisher, Nadler, & 
Whitcher-Alagna, 1982; Nadler & Fisher，1986), asserts that the threat to self-esteem 
and sense of control prevented needy people from accepting help. Nadler (2002) 
further viewed providing help as a way to establish and maintain the social 
dominance by the higher status group. The more dependent the lower status group is, 
the more acceptance of the group-based hierarchy is indicated. The same logic may 
be extended to the case of the individual receiving help. These theories emphasized 
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on the reasons why people refused help when they were in need and the negative 
aspects of help receiving. 
Although accomplishments in exploring helping behaviors have been 
achieved, we could not ignore the limitations in the past literature. First, most of the 
researches applied experimental designs to investigate the instrumental support. The 
ecological validity of laboratory settings may be questioned; participants may not 
have such experience in real life, and thus their performances may not truly reflect 
their behaviors in everyday life. In addition, experiments usually assess how much 
economic (e.g., money, material, and goods) or practical (e.g., time, energy, and 
advice) help is given, while one can imagine a large portion of daily help as 
emotional support, which is difficult to measure in laboratory and therefore 
underestimated. In real life, nearly everybody has experienced negative feelings (e.g., 
anxious, fearful, and depressed) during difficult times and received sympathy, 
concern, love, and care from others. This emotional support is as important as, if not 
more than, instrumental aid, and should not be neglected in helping research. 
Second, past studies examined eliciting and accepting help respectively, and 
little effort has been put on the comparison between the donor and recipient in terms 
of their cognitive processes and behavioral responses. Baumeister and his associates 
(Baumeister, Stillwell, & Wotman，1990) studied the autobiographical narratives 
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about anger from both victim and perpetrator perspectives, and found that people 
presented different accounts of interpersonal conflict when they described angry 
episodes as different roles. Similarly, we expect that donors and recipients of help 
have different perceptions and internal psychological processes following helping 
events. Investigating these discrepancies may help us to better understand the process 
of giving and accepting help, the functions of helping for the giver and recipient, and 
the relationship maintenance between the two parties. 
Last, compared with this massive work on the likelihood to provide and 
accept help, fewer efforts have been put into the consequences of help at the 
interpersonal level (Penner, Dovidio, Piliavin, & Schroeder, 2005). As argued above, 
it seems there are both benefits and costs of offering help (e.g., assumption of higher 
status, failing to receive reciprocation) as well as accepting (problem solution, threat 
to self-esteem). In turn, those helping experiences will affect people's decisions and 
behaviors when they encounter similar situations in the future, depending on how 
helping events in the past have been construed. It is important, therefore, to 
understand how the outcomes of offering or accepting help influence the person's 
willingness of giving help in the future. 
The results of giving or receiving help are not only the end of one event, but 
rather a reference for how to take actions in similar situations. We always leam from 
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the past experience and adjust our behaviors in the future. According to learning 
theories, our behavioral tendencies will strengthen if we get reinforcement, and fade 
if we receive punishment. The outcomes of past events set people an example, 
showing the possible consequences if we behave in the similar ways. There are 
considerable studies implying that people decide their future behaviors based on their 
evaluation of past experience. Research on volunteerism may shed some light on 
how the consequence of providing help would influence succeeding behaviors. 
Omoto and Snyder's (1995, 2002) model suggested the satisfaction with the 
volunteer experience may play a role in maintaining volunteering, that is, chances 
increased that people continue offering help to others if they had felt good in the past 
volunteering activities. 
Since the outcome of offering or accepting help sets a reference for future 
interactions, what aspects of the outcomes from the helping episode are important to 
people? Some research has explored the role of perceived self versus other's benefit 
in determining future prosocial tendencies. These studies applied the prisoner's 
dilemma game to investigate one of the dispositional characteristics predicting 
helping behaviors, namely social value orientation. With the combination of 
emphasis on self and other's outcome, four types of social value orientations have 
been identified. Altruists consider other's advantages over his or her own; 
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cooperators try to maximize the gains for both parties, i.e., a win-win outcome; 
individualists expect rewards for themselves and are reluctant to offer help if there is 
no reciprocation; competitors focus on the extent to which their gain exceeds others' 
(Liebrand, Jansen, Rijken, & Suhre，1986). Taking the above views together, we 
could expect when people encounter some situations in which they could lend a hand 
or not, they would search for past similar experiences, evaluate the degree of gains, 
either their own or other's at that time, and then arrive at a decision. However, which 
weight is higher, self or other's benefit, in two situations (giving and receiving help) 
is not clear. Will people place different emphasis on the outcome when they are 
acting different roles? We will explore the relative weight of function of self and 
other's benefit on determining future prosocial behaviors in this study. 
Further, the evaluation of one's self-benefit may act as a mediator between 
some other outcomes of the helping event and the willingness to give help in the 
future. For example, as briefly introduced above, earning higher status and failing to 
receive returns payback could be outcomes to help givers, while problem solution 
and threat to self-esteem could be consequences of accepting help, which could be 
evaluated as beneficial or costly. On the other hand, some of them have been proved 
to increase prosocial behaviors (e.g., reciprocation, Deutsch & Lamberti, 1986). 
Therefore, it is reasonable to hypothesize that one's perceived self-benefits mediate 
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the functions of other outcomes (e.g., reciprocation, threat to self-esteem) of the 
selected helping event on the likelihood of succeeding tendencies to help. 
Regarding the function of roles, acting as a donor and a recipient may bring 
different perspectives to judging one's own benefits. Obviously the material gain and 
emotional support will be perceived as benefits by the person in need, then what 
about the person who provides those supports? During the interactions, what does the 
donor gain and what does the recipient lose? Apart from the apparent cost for the 
donor and the benefit for the recipient, the benefits for the donor and costs for the 
recipient are of interest for scholars. In the next section, we will have a review from 
donor and recipient perspective separately. 
The Donor's Perspective 
Offering help is not only giving. Studies on mortality (Brown, Nesse, 
Vinokur, & Smith，2003) indicated that reduced mortality was associated with 
providing instrumental and emotional support, but not receiving it. Other 
longitudinal studies also suggested adult volunteers were healthier and lived longer 
relative to their nonvolunteer counterparts (Moen, Dempster-McClain & Williams， 
1992; Oman, Thoresen & McMahon，1999). We will have a brief review for three 
potential beneficial outcomes from both social and evolutionary perspectives. 
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Reciprocation 
While social psychologists tend to focus on the current situational and 
dispositional factors which cause altruistic behaviors, evolutionary theories mainly 
try to dig out the origins of prosocial tendencies (McAndrew, 2002). According to 
evolutionary theorists, the primary concern of an individual is to have his or her 
genes successfully passed on to the subsequent generations. Therefore, one could not 
expect individuals sacrifice their own interests in order to improve the well-being of 
other people. However, altruism is a prevalent phenomenon in human society. In 
most countries, for instance, people volunteer to donate blood. The most striking 
example of selfless helping would be those who rescued Jews in Nazi-occupied 
Europe. This contradiction between theories and real-life events makes altruism 
complicated from an evolutionary approach. However, scholars have succeeded in 
proposing some perspectives to address the challenge, namely kin selection, group 
selection, reciprocal altruism and competitive altruism. The last two are relevant to 
the present study and are considered next. 
In his work, The evolution of reciprocal altruism, Trivers (1971) first 
answered the question of why we humans would help others, even those who are 
complete strangers: The recipient is expected to return the favor to the donor. If the 
benefit returned is equal as, if not larger than, the cost given, the donor actually gains, 
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instead of sacrifices. With this expectation, people's effort to help others is not 
complete selfless and altruistic, but an investment to the potential need for help in the 
future. Regarding the forms of reciprocation, as illustrated by Alexander (1987), it 
could be immediate or delayed, direct (repaying the helper) and indirect (doing a 
favor to other people connected to the helper) payback. Expected reciprocation could 
be a determinant of offering assistance. As found by Romer, Cruder and Lizzadro 
(1986)，individuals with selfish or receptive-giving orientations were more likely to 
help the experimenter to participate in a research and devote more time if a 
compensation was offered. 
During the long history of evolution, responsibility to reciprocate has been 
developed into a norm and can be found in every culture of the world (Schroeder, 
Permer, Dovidio & Piliavin，1995). The Chinese idiom "pay back a peach with a 
plum" is a vivid illustration of norm of reciprocity in Chinese culture. Moving to the 
individual level, people endorsing a higher level of norm of reciprocity were more 
reluctant to look for help which could be paid back (Nadler, Mayseless, Peri, 
Chemerinski, 1985). 
Considering its consequence, researches have indicated that reciprocation, 
even simple gratitude from the recipient, could facilitate succeeding helping 
behaviors. For example, participants who were thanked for completing an inventory 
11 
were more likely to help a confederate to pick up the dropped books than those who 
were treated coldly after they filled in the questionnaire (Deutsch & Lamberti, 1986). 
Positive Self-evaluation 
Providing assistance to others may boost one's self-evaluation. Williamson 
and Clark (1989) reported that helping made positive changes in the donor's moods 
and self-evaluation. The donors evaluated themselves as more successful and felt 
more pleasant after they helped others. The improvements in self-evaluation may 
result from two sources. First, the socialization process has associated offering help 
with rewarding outcomes (e.g., Aronfreed, 1970; Schwartz & Howard, 1982) and 
thus people feel good after they help someone else. Second, providing help may 
reflect the donor's capability in managing certain tasks and thus enhance a sense of 
self-efficacy, self-esteem and related moods. Therefore, with boosted self-evaluation 
and moods, help givers may be more willing to help others in the future in order to 
exchange for higher self-esteem and positive moods. 
We could also find implications for positive self-evaluation from 
evolutionary perspective, by the above theory referred to as competitive altruism. 
Competitive altruism, also known as costly-signaling theory (Grafen, 1990)，explains 
why people offer help to others even when their favors will not be repaid. By helping 
others, the donor signals his or her desirable traits and qualities which are difficult to 
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fake, such as resource, health, power, and good genes (Smith & Bird，2000). Through 
this process, individuals compete with each other to attract other people as future 
exchange partners (Hardy & Van Vugt, 2006). Wedekind and Braithwaite (2002) 
noticed that one's status and reputation among group members was assessed higher if 
one provided help to others. Compared with nonprosocial counterparts, altruistic men 
were rated higher on physical and sexual attractiveness, social desirability, and were 
preferred as potential date partners by women, for they showed resource control as 
well as willingness to invest heavily in their potential offspring (Jensen-Campbell, 
Graziano, & West，1995). In addition, another study showed that altruists gained 
higher status and were preferred as interaction partners and future leaders by other 
group members (Hardy & Van Vugt, 2006). By arguing that desirable group 
members were viewed as cooperative (Moreland & Levine, 1982), committed and 
resourceful, plus generous, honest, responsible and fair - all highly valued leadership 
qualities (Lord & Maher，1991) - Hardy and Van Vugt (2006) concluded that 
altruism was an indicator of various attractive traits and qualities. In sum, individuals 
take altruistic actions to advertise their certain underlying qualities, increase their 
status and reputation in order to gain future exchange opportunities, because those 
people are more likely to behave frequently in generous ways (McAndrew, 2002). 
Social Norms and Approval 
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Social norms are beliefs about which behaviors are "correct, appropriate, or 
desirable" and which are not (Triandis, 1979，p. 8). People in any society obey such 
rules and behave in certain ways in order to be accepted by others and fit in to their 
cultural mandate. During the long history of human society and social exchange, 
social norms may have functioned as a protective system to encourage cooperation 
and prevent free riding in groups (Van Vugt & Van Lance, 2006). Social approval, 
working as a rewarding mechanism, has been found to enhance the probability of 
offering help subsequently (Deutsch & Lamberti, 1986). Chinese culture also places 
high value on altruistic behaviors and members are socialized to be ready to help 
others, which could be reflected by the numerous proverbs and anecdotes. "Be ready 
to help others", for instance, is an idiom encouraging us to provide assistance. There 
are also many heroes, for example, Lei Feng, in Chinese history who sacrificed their 
own interests to help others out of distress. Therefore, expected social approval could 
be associated with the perceived self benefits by the help giver. 
The Recipient's Perspective 
Benefits of Accepting Help 
When a person is in need, successful assistance will contribute to the person's 
wellbeing. The more effective the help is, the more benefits the recipient would have. 
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Therefore, the effect of help would be one criterion for the recipient's perceived 
benefit. On the other hand, emotional support is regarded as valuable to the recipient. 
In literature on stress coping, its function has been widely discussed. For example, 
with higher emotional support, the sense of social connection, self-worth, and 
competence of the recipient increased (Cohen, Gottlieb, & Underwood，2000)，the 
recipient was protected from stress (Cohen & Wills，1985), and the level of 
depression decreased (Bolger, Zuckerman, & Kessler，2000). Since emotional 
support could enhance the people's wellbeing, we expect the perceived consideration 
from the donor would be regarded as beneficial by the help recipient. 
Costs of Accepting Help: The Threat to Self-esteem 
Although accepting help has a positive aspect, as mentioned above, help also 
contains a negative aspect, by threatening the needy person's competence, 
independence and superiority (Nadler & Fisher，1986). In their threat to self-esteem 
model of reactions to aid (Fisher et al.，1982; Nadler & Fishei.，1986), Fisher and his 
colleagues argued that self-esteem and internalized values about dependency could 
affect people's sensitivity to threat of aid. Particularly, individuals with high self-
esteem are more sensitive to the threat of aid than those with low self-esteem (Nadler 
& Fisher，1986). Similarly, higher level of internalized dependency makes people 
more susceptible to being threatened. Research on gender difference has confirmed 
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this idea. During the socialization process, males become more independent and self-
reliant (e.g., Weitzman, 1979)，and they showed lower tendency towards seeking 
(e.g., McMullin & Gross, 1983; Nadler, Shapria, & Ben-Itzhak，1982) and accepting 
help (Nadler, Maler，& Friedman, 1984) than did females. 
Not only bringing down a person's self-esteem and sense of control, 
accepting help could also maintain power relations between groups. Nadler (2002) 
proposed that accepting favor was a sign showing that the lower status group admits 
their incompetence, dependence, and inferiority to the higher status group, and this 
submission maintains the hierarchy between the groups. This acknowledgment of 
inferiority confirms the lower status of the group and results in higher tendency to 
accept assistance in the future. 
Based on those arguments, a person may experience low self-esteem after he 
or she accepts help from others. Therefore, we would expect a negative self-
evaluation which the recipient takes against his or her own benefits judgment after 
being helped. 
Influence of Chinese Culture 
Favor has a significant meaning in Chinese culture and may be perceived 
differently than it is in Western countries. Lin (1939)，a Chinese scholar, called face, 
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favor and fate "the three Muses ruling over China" (p. 191). In the above section we 
reviewed the antecedents of perceived own benefits from both the donor's and the 
recipient's perspective. Given the literature suggesting that individuals with lower 
self-esteem were not that sensitive to threatening information as people with high 
self-esteem, we would expect some cross-cultural difference in the threat to self-
esteem model. Research has suggested that Chinese people relatively have a lower 
self-esteem (Bond & Cheung，1983; Ip & Bond，1995), and thus threat to self-esteem 
and negative self-evaluation may have weaker influence on Chinese when they are in 
need and helped by others. 
Furthermore, the studies of prosocial behaviors have been mainly conducted 
in Western countries and the focus may thus be restricted to factors highly valued in 
those cultures (e.g., self-esteem). Therefore, exploring this field within Chinese 
context may shed some light on the influence of Chinese culture. 
Overview of the Present Studies 
In sum, the present study will investigate how perceived own and other's 
benefits work to predict the participant's willingness to offer assistance following 
either giving or receiving help. In help-giving situation, positive event-based self-
evaluation, perceived reciprocation and social normative support will be examined as 
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the precursors of perceived own benefits. On the other hand, negative event-based 
self-evaluation, effect of help, and consideration from the donor will act as the 
predictors of perceived own benefits in help-receiving situation. In both situations, 
we will examine whether perceived self-benefits works as a mediator. Further, 
although the role of self-evaluation and self-esteem has been established in helping 
situation in Western cultures, how important it is in Chinese culture is questioned. In 
the present study, the influence of self-evaluation will be examined and compared 
with the functions of other factors, to investigate the effect of Chinese culture on 
people's cognitions in helping situations. 
The proposed models in help-giving and help-receiving situations are 




























































































































































































Chapter Two: Empirical Studies 
Study 1: Help-Giving Situation 
In this study, we tested the predictive power of perceived self versus other's 
benefit in determining one's willingness to give help in the future from the donor's 
perspective. To understand the perception of one's self-benefits, we examined its 
mediating effects on reciprocation by the recipient, positive self-evaluation and 
social normative support in predicting the willingness to give future help. 
Method 
Participants 
One hundred and forty-six students (101 females and 45 males, mean age = 
22.1，SD = 2.29) from Beijing and Tianjin, two major cities in Mainland China, were 
recruited at their universities. The respondents were assured of confidentiality and 
anonymity for their responses and each person earned 15 RMB for participation. 
Procedure 
The participants were instructed to recall an episode in which they gave help 
to someone. They were asked to write down the story in at least a few sentences to 
help them vividly retrieve the memory, and then complete a questionnaire reporting 
descriptive details of the helping episode, along with its situational features and the 
participants' cognitions about the event. 
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Measurement Scales 
Detailed descriptions of each measure are provided in Appendix 1. 
Positive event-based self-evaluation. The self-evaluation was measured by 16 
adjectives (Williamson & Clark, 1989). The participants were asked to rate "how 
much you thought you were X as a result of providing help". The 11 items tapping 
positive traits were used in this study. They are agreeable, friendly, amiable, 
generous, successful, helpful, dependable, trustworthy, considerate, useful, and kind. 
One item (dependable) was excluded in the subsequent analysis because the incorrect 
translation to Chinese. The remaining 5 items tapping negative traits were used in 
Study 2. 
Perceived recipient 's reciprocation. The extent to which the donor perceived 
that the recipient had reciprocated the help was measured by two items on a 7-point 
Likert scale (0= not at all, 6 = extremely). 
Social normative support. Social normative support was measured by four 
items that tapped the implicit or explicit social contract existing between the two 
persons. It assessed to what extent did other people approve of the donor's helping 
behavior. Each item was measured on a 7-point Likert scale (0 = not at all, 6 = 
extremely). 
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Perceived own benefits. To what extend the donor thought this help-giving 
experience was beneficial for him- or herself was assessed by four items on a 7-point 
Likert scale. 
Perceived other 's benefits. The extent to which the donor evaluated that the 
recipient had gained from the helping event was measured by two items on a 7-point 
Likert scale. 
Willingness to give help in the future. Three items measured the extent to 
which the participant would like to offer help to other people, not only the recipient 
in the recalled situation, in the future. Each item was scored on a 7-point Likert scale 
(-S = much less, 3 = much more). 
Overview of Statistical Analyses 
Structural equation modeling (SEM) was conducted by using EQS 6.1 for 
Windows Features program. SEM was chosen because both Confirmatory Factor 
Analysis (CFA) and the proposed mediation model could be tested. Normed fit index 
(NFI), non-normed fit index (NNFI), comparative fit index (CFI), and root mean 
square error of approximation (RMSEA) were adopted to evaluate the model fit in 
addition to the chi-square test, which is oversensitive to sample size (Byrne, 1994，p. 
54). NFI, NNFI and CFI greater than .90 indicate acceptable model fit (Bentler, 
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1992), whereas an RMSEA which is between .05 - .08 indicates reasonable fit 
(Browne & Cudeck，1993). 
Results 
Various helping events were reported by the participants, ranging from 
lending a hand to a classmate to helping a lost child to find her way home. Among 
these helping episodes, 22 were reported as the economic type (e.g., money, material, 
goods), 42 as emotional (love, support, sympathy), 67 as practical (e.g., time, energy, 
advice), 10 as others, and 5 were missing. The results showed that people offered a 
lot of emotional support, other than instrumental help. 
Preliminary Analyses 
To prepare the data for the further analyses, exploratory factor analysis was 
conducted and Cronbach alphas were calculated for each scale. All the items of each 
scale yielded one factor solution, with factor loadings higher than .55. The Cronbach 
alphas were .88 for donor's event-based positive self-evaluation, .76 for perceived 
reciprocation from the recipient, .74 for perceived social normative support, .75 for 
perceived own benefits, .65 for perceived other's benefits, and .73 for giving help in 
the future. Simple correlations among these constructs are presented in Table 1. 
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Table 1 
Correlations among Variables in Help-Giving Situation 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Positive event-based self-evaluation -
2. Perceived recipient's reciprocation .19* -
3. Social Normative support .33** .11 -
4. Perceived own benefit .27** .29** .40** -
5. Perceived other's benefit .37** .10 .27** .31** -
6. Willingness to help others in the .17* .23** .24** .38** .17* -
future 
Note. *p< .05, **p<.0\. 
Aggregation of Items 
Because of the small sample size, we formed three parcels for the scales 
measuring event-based positive self-evaluation, and two parcels for the scales 
measuring social normative support, and perceived own benefits. The use of parcels 
versus items can reduce the number of indicators in the scales, and each parcel has 
greater subsequent communality. Parceling, then, increases the possibility of 
identifying the true simple structure (Cattell & Burdsal，1975). Following Mathieu 
and Fair's (1991) practice, we aggregated the items with the highest and lowest 
loadings to form the first parcel. Thereafter, we assigned the items with the next 
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highest and lowest loadings to form the second parcel, repeating the same procedure 
until all items were assigned to one of the three (two) parcels of equal size for 
tapping each latent construct. 
Establishing the Proposed Model 
Structural equation modeling (SEM) was run by EQS 6.1 program (Bentler, 
1992). A measurement model of seven latent factors was tested All factor loadings of 
latent factors were statistically significant,p < .05. Although the Chi-square was 
significant, y^ (62, N= 146) = 91.94,/? < .05’ the goodness-of-fit indices showed an 
acceptable level of fit, RMSEA= 0.06, NFI = 0.88, NNFI = 0.94，CFI = 0.96. 
Next, the performance of the model with its proposed structural linkages was 
tested. The results indicated an unacceptable level of fit, x^ (68, N= 146) = 133.74， 
R M S E A : 0.08, NFI = 0.83, NNFI = 0.87，CFI = 0.91. T-test suggested two paths in 
the proposed model were nonsignificant, i.e., the linkage between positive self-
evaluation and perceived own benefits (P = .05, ns), and the linkage between 
perceived other's benefit and willingness to give help in the future (|3 = .02，ns). 
None of the direct effects of positive self-evaluation (P = -.01), reciprocation (p = .12) 
and social normative support (P = .03) on willingness to give help in the future 
reached statistical significance. Following the Wald Test, these five paths were 
released. The goodness-of-fit of the final model increased and almost reached the 
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acceptable criterion, y^ (73，146) = 136.21, RMSEA= 0.08，NFI = 0.83, NNFI = 
0.89，CFI = 0.91. The Sobel test showed that the remaining two indirect effects of 
reciprocation (P = .14,p < .01) and social normative support (p = .2>\,p < .001) on 
willingness to give help were significant, outcomes that confirmed the mediating 
effect of perceived self-benefits in the final model. 
The standardized coefficient was .30 for the linkage between perceived 
reciprocation and perceived own benefits, .49 for the linkage between social 
normative support and perceived own benefits, .57 for the linkage between perceived 
own benefits and willingness to give help in the future. The amount of variance 
explained in likelihood of help-giving in the future by the mediation model was 32%. 

































































































































































The results revealed the Chinese culture displayed its influence by weakening 
the function of personal-related factor while strengthening the performance of group-
related factors, by showing that positive self-evaluation did not contribute to the 
perception of own benefits, while perceived reciprocation and social normative 
support made the difference in influencing the likelihood of helping others in the 
future through the mediating function of self-benefits. This contrast may indicate the 
interdependent and group-oriented characteristics of Chinese culture (Markus & 
Kitayama, 1991). As a sign of personal development, positive self-evaluation is an 
"isolated" outcome of providing help, which only infers the changes or development 
of the donor per se and shows no relations to others. Since Chinese culture does not 
place much emphasis on self-esteem, relative to western culture (e.g., Diener & 
Diener, 1995), it is possible that the function of positive self-evaluation is filtered out 
when Chinese people evaluate their benefits from helping others. 
On the contrary, perceived reciprocation implies an exchange interaction 
between the donor and the recipient and a potential relationship improvement. To 
Chinese, reciprocating is not only paying back the favor, but also a way of 
establishing and developing a relationship with the other person. Therefore, from the 
donor's perspective, receiving payback does not only balance the materials he or she 
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has provided, but also indicates an improved relationship with the recipient. 
Especially, the exchange process and relationship development sometimes are 
described as giving face and guanxi in Chinese society, which implicitly involve the 
meaning of reciprocity. On the other hand, social normative support implies an 
interaction between the donor and other people. In a group-oriented culture, members 
highly regard social approval and follow other peoples' expectations, taking actions 
in order to be accepted by group members (Yang, 1986). Doing what is anticipated to 
do will intrigue a feeling of doing the "right" thing for Chinese people, and it is not 
surprising that Chinese people associate the social normative support with perceived 
own benefits. 
Another interesting finding is that the perceived own benefit was strongly 
associated with willingness to offer help in the future, but perceived other's benefit 
did not show any effect. The selfless versus selfish motivation of prosocial tendency 
has provoked hot debate in the helping literature for a long time. Baston and his 
colleagues have proposed empathy-altruism hypothesis, stating that people were 
motivated to provide help by caring for others' distress, and generated support for 
truly selfless altruism (see Batson, 1991，for a review). However, other scholars 
argued that the apparent effect of empathy largely diminished after some selfish 
variables were taken into consideration, e.g., oneness, negative affect (Maner, Luce, 
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Neuberg, Cialdini, Brown & Sagarin，2002; Maner & Gailliot, 2007). Our result may 
make some contribution to this debate from another angle, by showing consideration 
for one's own advantages exceed the outcome for the person in need. 
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Study 2: Help-Receiving Situation 
Method 
Participants 
One hundred and forty-six students (100 females and 46 males, with the mean 
of age 22.0) from Beijing and Tianjin, two major cities in Mainland China, were 
recruited at their universities. The respondents were assured of confidentiality and 
anonymity for their responses and each person earned 15 RMB for participation. 
Procedure 
The participants were instructed to recall an episode in which they received 
help from someone. They were asked to write down the story in at least a few 
sentences, and then complete a questionnaire reporting descriptive details of the 
helping episode, along with its situational features and the participants' cognitions 
about the event. 
Measurement Scales 
Detailed descriptions of each measure are provided in Appendix 2. 
Negative event-based self-evaluation. The self-evaluation was measured by 
16 adjectives (Williamson & Clark, 1989). The participants were asked to rate "how 
much you thought you were X as a result of receiving/providing help". The 5 items 
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tapping negative traits were irresponsible, selfish, uncooperative, incompetent, and 
unreliable. 
Effect of help. The extent to which the recipient evaluated the help as 
effective was measured by four items on a 7-point Likert scale (0= Not at all, 6 = 
Extremely). 
Perceived consideration from the donor. Three items were used to assess the 
extent to which the recipient perceived that the donor cared about him or her. (7-
point Likert scale, 0= Not at all, 6 = Extremely). 
Perceived own benefits. To what extend did the recipient perceive accepting 
the help was beneficial for him- or herself was assessed by three items on a 7-point 
Likert scale. 
Perceived other 's benefits. The extent to which the recipient evaluated that 
the donor had gained from the helping event was measured by two items on a 7-point 
Likert scale. 
Willingness to give help in the future. Three items measured the extent to 
which the participant would like to offer help to other people, in the future. Each 
item was scored on a 7-point Likert scale (-3 = Much less, 3 = Much more). The 
items are similar to those used in Study 1. 
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Results 
Similarly, different types of help received were reported, for example, being 
rescued from anothers' scolding, being accompanied to the hospital, support and 
encouragement when they were high and dry. Among the 146 cases, 12 were reported 
as economic, 64 as emotional, 47 as practical, 18 as others, and 5 were missing. 
Similar statistical procedures to those of Study 1 were carried out to establish the 
model in help-receiving situation. 
Preliminary Analyses 
To prepare the data for the further analyses, exploratory factor analysis was 
conducted and Cronbach alpha was calculated for each scale. All the items in each 
scale yielded one factor solution, with factor loadings higher than .67. The Cronbach 
alphas were .86 for donor's event-based negative self-evaluation, .85 for perceived 
effect of help, .76 for perceived consideration from the donor, .69 for the perceived 
own benefits, .77 for perceived other's benefits, and .69 for giving help in the future. 
Simple correlations among these constructs were presented in Table 2. 
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Table 2 
Correlations among Variables in Help-Receiving Situations 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Negative event-based self- -
evaluation 
2. Effect of help -.13 -
3. Perceived care by the donor -.03 .29* -
4. Perceived own benefit -.13 .36** .15 -
5. Perceived other's benefit -.07 -.05 -.08 .15 -
6. Willingness to help others in the -.15 .13 .19* .27** .15 -
future 
Note. *p < .05, **p<.01. 
Aggregation of Items 
Because of the relatively small sample size, we formed three parcels for the 
scales measuring event-based negative self-evaluation, and two parcels for the scales 
measuring perceived effect of help. Following Mathieu and Fair's (1991) practice, 
we aggregated the items with the highest and lowest loadings to form the first parcel. 
Thereafter, we assigned the items with the next highest and lowest loadings to form 
the second parcel, repeating the same procedure until all items were assigned to one 
of the three (two) parcels of equal size for tapping each latent construct. 
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Establishing Proposed Model 
Structural equation modeling (SEM) was run by EQS 6.1 program (Bentler, 
1992). A measurement model of seven latent factors was tested All factor loadings of 
latent factors were statistically significant,p < .05. Chi-square was nonsignificant, y^ 
(89，N= 146) = 108.99, ns, and the goodness-of-fit indices also showed an 
acceptable level of fit, RMSEA= 0.04，NFI = 0.88，NNFI = 0.96, CFI = 0.97. 
Next, the performance of the model with its proposed structural linkages was tested. 
The results indicated an acceptable level of fit, y^ (99, N= 146) = 132.12, RMSEA = 
0.05, NFI = 0.85, NNFI = 0.95, CFI = 0.96. T-test suggested two linkages were 
nonsignificant, i.e.，the linkage between negative self-evaluation and perceived own 
benefits ((3 = -.10，ns), and the linkage between perceived donor's consideration and 
perceived own benefits (p = .04，ns). Following the Walt test, these two paths were 
released. The path between perceived other's benefit and the willingness to give help 
in the future was marginally significant (P = .19,/? = .06). However, releasing this 
path caused a significant increase in chi-square (Ax^ = 3.85, Adf= \). Therefore we 
kept this path in the final model, which reached the acceptable criterion, x^ (101, = 
146) = 133.41，RMSEA = 0.05, NFI = 0.85，NNFI = 0.95, CFI = 0.96. The Sobel test 
showed that the remaining one indirect effects of effect of help ((3 = . I 4 , p < .01) on 
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willingness to give help was significant, outcomes that confirmed the mediating 
effect of perceived self-benefits in the final model. 
The standardized coefficients were .43 for the linkage between perceived 
effect of help and perceived own benefits, .32 for the linkage between perceived own 
benefits and willingness to give help in the future, and .19 for the linkage between 
perceived other's benefits and willingness to give help in the future. The amount of 
variance explained in likelihood of help-giving in the future by the mediation model 
was 14%. 










































































































































Similar to the results of help giving situation in Study 1, negative event-based 
self-evaluation did not predict perceived own benefits by the recipient. As argued 
above, Chinese people generally have a lower self-esteem and place a lower 
internalized value on independence. Therefore they are less sensitive to potential 
self-threatening information, which in turn would not affect their evaluations on their 
own benefits. 
The effect of help implies the extent to which the recipient perceived his or 
her problem had been solved. The consideration from the donor indicates the 
emotional support. Instrumental and emotional supports are two major sources of the 
benefits for the recipient. However, our results suggest that only effect of help was 
recognized by the recipient as a part of his or her own benefits. 
In this situation, both own and other's benefits make a difference in the 
recipient's willingness to provide help in the future. We could explain the linkage 
between self-benefit and offering help in the future as one's way of paying back, a 
third-party involved reciprocation. After being provided a favor, the recipient 
sometimes could not return the favor to the donor directly. When feeling he or she 
could not pay back the donor completely, the recipient would be more likely to help 
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others as a way to return the favor to the world. It is also possible that the benefits 
recipients received elicit their altruistic motivation to make lives of others better. 
On the other hand, the recipient's perceived donor's benefit also increased the 
likelihood of offering help in the future. This linkage may reflect indirect 
reinforcement to the recipients. According to the principle of vicarious reinforcement, 
if people observe others doing something which gets reinforced, their tendencies to 
do the same thing will be strengthened (Kanfer & Marston，1963; Liebert & 
Fernandez, 1970)，because people assume they will get the same reinforcer if they 
behave in the same way (Bandura, 1971). Therefore, seeing the donor rewarded sets 
an example of how the positive consequence would be when offering help, the 
recipient will anticipate comparable rewarding which increase their willingness to 
help others in similar situations. 
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Chapter Three: General Discussion 
Integrative Models across Two Helping Situations 
Embracing several independent variables, the present studies clarified which 
predictors were important for Chinese respondents in particular situations. Most of 
the previous research focused on single antecedent and presented many useful 
predictors. It is possible, however, that some of those variables are correlated, and 
thus we could not distinguish the more powerful ones without examining multiple 
variables. For example, in their study to differentiate selfish motivation from selfless 
motivation, Maner et al. (2002) integrated perceived oneness, negative affect and 
empathic concern to predict helping. Their results showed that the empathic concern 
could no longer make contribution to helping after the other two motivators were 
taken into the model. By this approach, Maner and his colleagues challenged the 
previous evidence for true altruism. 
By the same logic, our present studies took several predictors into 
consideration and did find that some variables lost their predictive power in the 
integrative models. As with Maner et al. (2002), the present results found that the 
positive and negative self-evaluations could no longer predict perceived self benefits 
in corresponding situation after reciprocation, social normative support and effect of 
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help were taken into the picture. Of course, Chinese culture may have contributed to 
shape these results, an issue which will be discussed at the end of this section. 
Using two studies helped us to investigate the function of same constructs 
under different situations and indicate the importance of roles in the helping situation. 
Baumeister et al. (1990) showed that people acting as a perpetrator would understate 
their responsibility, but when acting as a victim would exaggerate the blame assigned 
to the other person. In the present studies, we investigated whether offering or 
accepting help will make a difference in the ensuing psychological process and 
future behaviors. 
Past experience may warn us how to behave under similar circumstances. In 
our studies, perceived self versus other's benefits were consequences of helping 
events, and they also worked as references to future similar situations. In addition, 
perceived self-benefits acted as a mediator in both models, outcomes that indicated 
the way people integrated the outcomes of the selected helping event. As we know, 
there may be many kinds of outcomes for a single event. For example, you may insist 
on lending money to a friend despite how hard your family discourages you from 
doing so. After giving a hand to that person, you may therefore experience complex 
consequences, such as approval for your own kindness, appreciation from the friend, 
an improved relationship, being unaccepted by your family, and so forth. According 
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to our model, people integrate these possible outcomes by rating each one as positive 
or negative and then calculating their total benefits, and then deciding whether to 
lend a hand the next time. It implies that not the type of outcomes, but their 
evaluation plays the core role in determining subsequent helping behaviors. 
Further, we human play different social roles in our daily life, and we tend to 
consider issues from our own angle, i.e., we see the world through our own lens. 
When people play different roles in different situations, their perceptions and the 
criteria based on which they make evaluations and judgment may vary. The findings 
of our study supported this view and showed that the functions of self and other's 
benefit varied in the two situations. That only perceived self-benefit in help-giving 
could predict willingness to help may provide evidence to support the selfish 
motivation of offering help. On the other hand, both self and other's benefit 
functioned to increase the likelihood of give help in the help-receiving situation. It is 
not surprising that perceived donor's benefit would enhance recipient's willingness 
to help others, if we view perception of the donor's reward as an anticipation of 
reward for providing help in the future. The function of self-benefit could be 
regarded as a way of paying back to the society, or motivation to have others feel as 
good as they did when being supported. 
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Giving and accepting help are two significantly different events: the donor 
and the recipient are in different positions, one needing help and the other providing 
help to meet the other's needs. Therefore, the psychological process must be 
distinctive when one is a help giver, relative to that when one is a help receiver. 
Acting as different roles, how people evaluate their gains and loss may vary. 
Therefore we examined different predictors of perceived self benefit for the two 
situations. Past literature suggested self-evaluation will be boosted after people offer 
help. This is not surprising since previous researches were mostly carried out in 
Western cultures and thus focused on the variables highly valued in those countries. 
However, either positive or negative event-base self-evaluation affected the 
perception of self benefit in the helping situation accordingly. The results indicate 
Chinese people did not take personal improvement as part of rewarding for providing 
help, nor did they take a loss to self-esteem as a sacrifice for accepting help. 
Possible Functions of Chinese Culture 
Although the present study is not cross-cultural research, it still sheds some 
light on the influence of culture on people's helping behaviors. In societies that 
appreciate personal achievement, enhancement of the self and benefits one gains are 
the primary concern of members. In these cultures, personal achievement is highly 
valued and self-evaluation reflects one's ability and confidence, so that psychologists 
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socialized in those cultures tend to place more focus on this variable. They try to find 
out how altruistic behavior, and other social performances, would influence the 
development of the individual. Chinese culture, on the other hand, is a representative 
of collectivism and values group harmony over individual accomplishment (Hofstede, 
1980). Thus group-related factors may be more influential in China, while self-
related variables may not play as important a role as they do in Western cultures. 
Chinese people place more emphasis on group relations and may sacrifice personal 
interests to achieve a group harmony. Therefore, it is not surprising that reciprocation 
and social approval were stronger precursors of providing help in the future, while 
positive self-evaluation, emphasized in Western cultures, did not show any effect in 
help giving situation. 
Similarly, negative self-evaluation did not present as a predictor in help-
receiving situations either. This cultural effect may be mediated by self-construals 
(Markus and Kitayama, 1991). Relative to Westerners, Chinese people have a lower 
independent self-construal and have lower internalized value on independence. As 
individuals with low self-esteem are less sensitive to implications of self-threat when 
they receive help (Nadler & Fisher，1986)，it is reasonable that negative self-
evaluation did not influence Chinese people's assessment on their self-benefit. 
Practical Implications 
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Study 1 has some implications for encouraging volunteer work. If self-benefit 
is the key element, by focusing on the advantages (e.g., earning experience, being 
appreciated and approved by the society) one may gain through the volunteer work 
may maintain subsequent helping behaviors. 
Limitation and Future Directions 
Our study has set the goal to compare the perceptions and evaluative process 
in help- giving and receiving situations, and we asked the participants to recall only 
one event. People may argue that the differences between the two models result from 
evaluations of different events, not the different roles the participants played. In 
order to have a more reliable contrast, a pair of donor and recipient will provide more 
comparable information, for they are judging the same event from different 
perspectives. However, as Baumeister et al. (1990) pointed out, it is difficult to 
recruit pairs of participants experiencing the same interpersonal conflict. Although 
offering or accepting help is more positive experience than being angry with 
someone, it is still not easy to have pairs of help giver and recipient in our lab. One 
reason is that one third of our participants reported the "important and memorable" 
events taking place between them and a stranger, who is "mission impossible" to 
trace. Even if we recruit pairs, it is probable that the two parties do not arrive at a 
consensus that the helping event is important to both of them. In our study, it is not 
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practical for us to recruit pairs of donor and recipient reporting about one influential 
helping event. Future studies, however, should try to apply this approach, recruit 
pairs of help-giver and receiver, and collect information based on the same event, to 
provide a more accurate and complete view on the gap between the two perspectives. 
Second, due to limited sample size, only antecedents of perceived own 
benefit were examined in the two situations. Antecedents of perceived other's benefit, 
however, were unable to be tested. Therefore, it is not clear what clues will lead the 
participant to believe the other party gains through their interaction. It is possible that 
the criteria which the donor applied to judge his or her own benefit are different from 
the ones the recipient applied to evaluate the donor's benefit. If it is the case, we will 
have more convincing evidence to support that the perceptions and psychological 
process are different when we play different roles, i.e., help donors and recipients. 
Last but not least, we did not find that self-evaluation worked to predict 
perceived self benefit as it had done in Western researches. We suppose that Chinese 
culture lowers the weight assigned to this personal variable and put more emphasis 
on other group-related factors. This speculation needs cross-culture comparison to 
confirm. By establishing the same model and comparing the strength of model 
linkages in two or more culture groups, we could arrive at a conclusion about 
whether one factor worked differently in different cultures. 
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Conclusion 
The present study examined the consequences of either giving or receiving 
help and how these consequences affect people's willingness to provide help in 
future similar situations. The perceived self versus other's benefit in the previous 
helping experience were investigated as the major causes for subsequent prosocial 
tendencies. The results generally reveal a selfish motivation for help giving. 
Moreover, different variables were tested as the predictor of self benefit. Compared 
with the findings in Western literature, our results showed a different pattern in 
Chinese culture, which sheds some light on the influence of Chinese culture and calls 
for future studies. 
48 
References 
Alexander, R. D. (1987). The biology of moral systems. Hawthorne: De Gruyter. 
Aronfreed, J. (1970). The socialization of altruistic and sympathetic behavior: Some 
theoretical and experimental analyses. In J. Macaulay & L. Berkowitz (Eds.), 
Altruism and helping behavior (pp. 103-126). New York: Academic Press. 
Bandura, A. (1971). Vicarious and self-reinforcement processes. In R. Glaser (Ed.), 
The nature of reinforcement. New York: Academic Press. 
Baston, C. D. (1991). The altruism question: Toward a social-psychological answer. 
Hillsdale, NJ: Erbaum. 
Baston, C. D.，& Shaw，L. L. (1991). Encouraging words concerning the evidence for 
altruism. Psychological Inquiry, 2’ 159-168. 
Baumeister, R. F.，Stillwell, A., & Wotman，S. R. (1990). Victim and perpetrator 
accounts of interpersonal conflict: Autobiographical narratives about anger. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 59, 994-1005. 
Bentler, P. M. (1992). EQSprogram manual Los Angeles, CA: BMDP Statistical 
Software. 
Bentler, P. M. (1992). On the fit of models to covariances and methodology to the 
Bulletin. Psychological Bulletin, 112, 400-404. 
49 
Berkowitz, L. & Daniels，L. R. (1963). Responsibility and dependency. Journal of 
Abnormal and Social Psychology, 66, 429-436. 
Berkowitz, L. & Daniels, L. R. (1968). The traditional socially responsible 
personality. Public Opinion Quarterly, 32, 169-185. 
Bolger, N., Zuckerman, A., & Kessler，R. C. (2000). Invisible support and 
adjustment to stress. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 79, 953-
961. 
Bond, M. H.，& Cheung, T. S. (1983). College students' spontaneous self-concept: 
The effect of culture among respondents in Hong Kong, Japan, and the 
United States. Journal of Cross Cultural Psychology, 14, 153-171. 
Browne, M. W., & Cudeck, R. (1993). Alternative ways of assessing model fit. In K. 
Bollen & J. S. Long (Eds.)，Testing structural equation models (pp. 136-162). 
Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 
Browns, S. L.，Nesse, R. M.，Vinokur, A. D., & Smith, D. M. (2003). Providing 
social support may be more beneficial than receiving it: Results from a 
prospective study of mortality. Psychological Science, 14, 320-327. 
Byrne, B. M. (1994). Structural equation modeling with EQS and EQS/Windows. 
Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 
50 
Cohen, S.，Gottlieb, B. H.，& Underwood, L. G. (2000). Social relations and health. 
In S. Cohen, L. G. Underwood, & B. H. Gottlieb (Eds.), Social support 
measurement and interventions: A guide for health and social scientists (pp 
3-25). New York: Oxford University Press. 
Cohen, S. & Wills, T. A. (1985). Stress, support, and the buffering hypothesis. 
Psychological Bulletin. 98, 310-357. 
Collins, N. L.，& Feeney，B. C. (2000). A safe haven: An attachment theory 
perspective on support seeking and caregiving in intimate relationships. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78, 1053-1073. 
Deutsch. F. M.，& Lamberti，D. M. (1986). Does social approval increase helping? 
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 12, 149-157. 
Diener，E.’ & Diener，M. (1995). Cross-cultural correlates of life satisfaction and 
self-esteem. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 68, 653-663. 
Dividio，J. F.，& Penner，L. A. (2004). Helping and altruism. In M. B. Brewer & M. 
Hewstone (Eds.), Emotion and motivation (pp. 247-280). Maiden, MA: 
Blackwell Publishing. 
Fisher, J. D.，& Nadler, A., (1976). Effect of donor resources on recipient self-esteem 
and self-help. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 12, 139-150. 
51 
Fisher, J. D.，Nadler, A., & Whitcher-Alagna，S. (1982). Recipient reactions to aid. 
Psychological Bulletin, 91, 27-54. 
Grafen, A. (1990). Biological signals as handicaps. Journal of Theoretical Biology, 
144’ 517-546. 
Greenberg, M. S.，& Frisch，D. M. (1972). Effect of intentionality on willingness to 
reciprocate a favor. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 8, 99-111. 
Gruder, C. L. (1974). Cost and dependency as determinants of helping and 
exploitation. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 18, 473-485. 
Hamilton, W. D. (1964). The genetical evolution of social behavior: I and II. Journal 
of Theoretical Biology, 7, 1-32. 
Hardy, C. L.，& Van Vugt, M. (2006). Nice guys finish first: The competitive 
altruism hypothesis. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 32, 1402-
1413. 
Hofstede, G. (1980). Culture 's consequences: International differences in work-
related values. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 
Ip，G. W. M.，& Bond, M. H. (1995). Culture, values, and the spontaneous self-
concept. Asian Journal of Psychology, 1, 29-35. 
Isen, A. M. (1970). Success, failure, attention, and reactions to others: The warm 
glow of success. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 15, 294-301. 
52 
Jensen-Campbell, L. A., Graziano, W. G.，& West, S. G. (1995). Dominance, 
prosocial orientation and female preferences: Do nice guys really finish last? 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 68, 427-440. 
Kanfer, F. H.，& Marston，A. R. (1963). Human reinforcement: Vicarious and direct. 
Journal of Experimental Psychology, 65, 292-296. 
Liebert, R. M.，& Fernandez，L. E. (1970). Effects of vicarious consequences on 
imitative performance. Child Development, 41’ 841-852. 
Lord, R. G.，& Maher，K. J. (1991). Leadership and information processing: Linking 
perception and performance. Boston, MA: Unwin Hyman. 
Markus, H. R.，& Kitayama，S. (1991). Culture and the self: Implications for 
cognition, emotion, and motivation. Psychological Review, 98, 224-253. 
Maner, J. K., Luce, C. L., Neuberg, S., Cialdini, R. B.，Brown, S., & Sagarin, B. J. 
(2002). The effect of perspective taking on motivations for helping: Still no 
evidence for altruism. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28, 1601-
1610. 
Maner, J. K. & Gailliot, M., T. (in press). Altruism and egoism: Prosocial 
motivations for helping depend on relationship context. European Journal of 
Social Psychology. 
53 
Mikulineer, M. & Shaver, P. R. (2005). Attachment security, compassion, and 
altruism. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 14, 34-38. 
McAndrew, F. T. (2002). New evolutionary perspectives on altruism: Multilevel-
selection and costly-signaling theories. Current Directions in Psychological 
Science. 11, 79-82. 
McMullin, P. A.’ & Gross, A. E. (1983). Sex differences, sex roles, and health-
related help-seeking. In B. M. Depaulo, A. Nadler, & J. D. Fisher (Eds.), New 
direction in helping (Vol. 2, pp. 233-263). New York: Academic Press. 
Moen, P. Dempster-McClain, D., & Williams，R. M. Jr. (1992). Successful aging: A 
life-course perspective on women's multiple roles and health. American 
Journal of Sociology, 97, 1612-1638. 
Moreland, R. L.，& Levine，J. M. (1982). Socialization in small groups: Temporal 
changes in individual-group relations. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in 
experimental social psychology, (Vol. 15，pp. 137-192). New York: 
Academic Press. 
Nadler, A. (2002). Inter-group helping relations as power relations: Maintaining or 
challenging social dominance between groups through helping. Journal of 
Social Issues, 58, 487-502. 
54 
Nadler, A., & Fisher, J. D. (1986). The role of threat to self-esteem and perceived 
control in recipient reaction to help: Theory development and empirical 
validation. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in Experimental Social 
Psychology (Vol. 19’ pp. 81-122). San Diego, CA: Academic. 
Nadler, A., Maler, S.，& Friedman, A. (1984). Effects of helper's sex, subject's 
androgyny and self-evaluation on males' and females' willingness to seek 
and receive help. Sex Roles, 10, 327-339. 
Nadler, A., Mayseless, O.，Peri, N.，& Chemerinski, A. (1985). Effects of 
opportunity to reciprocate and self-esteem on help-seeking behavior. Journal 
of Personality, 53, 23-35. 
Nadler, A., Shapria, R.，& Ben-Itzhak, S. (1982). Good looks may help: Effects of 
helper's physical attractiveness and sex of helper on males' and females' 
help-seeking behavior. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 42’ 90-
99. 
Neyer, F. J., & Lang，F. R. (2003). Blood is thicker than water: Kinship orientation 
across adulthood. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 84, 310-321. 
Oman, D.，Thoresen, E.，& McMahon, K. (1999). Volunteerism and mortality among 
the community-dwelling elderly. Journal of Health Psychology, 4’ 301-316. 
55 
Omoto, A., & Snyder, M. (1995). Sustained helping without obligation: Motivation, 
longevity of service, and perceived attitude change among AIDS volunteers. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 68, 671-687. 
Penner, L. A., Dovidio, J. F., Piliavin, J. A., & Schroeder, D. A. (2005). Prosocial 
behavior: Multilevel perspectives. Annual Review of Psychology, 56, 365-392. 
Ribal, J. E. (1963). Character and meanings of selfishness and altruism. Sociology 
and Social Research, 47, 311-321. 
Romer，D., Bontemps, M., Flynn, M.，McGuire, T. & Gruder，C. L. (1977). The 
effects of status similarity and expectation of reciprocation upon altruistic 
behavior. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 3, 434-437. 
Romer, D., Gruder, C. L.，& Lizzadro, T. (1986). A person-situation approach to 
altruistic behavior. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 1001-
1012. 
Schroeder, D. A., Penner, L. A., Dovidio, J. F.，& Piliavin, J. A. (1995). The 
psychology of helping and altruism. New York: McGraw-Hill. 
Schwartz, S. H. (1968). Words, deeds, and the perception of consequences and 
responsibility in action situations. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 10, 232-242. 
56 
Schwartz, S. H.，& Howard, J. A. (1982). Helping and cooperation: A self-based 
motivational model. In V. J. Derlega & J. Grzelak (Eds.), Affect, cognition, 
and social behavior (pp. 44-62). Toronto, Canada: C.J. Hogrefe. 
Smith, E. A., & Bird，R. L. B. (2000). Turtle hunting and tombstone opening: Public 
generosity as costly signaling. Evolution and Human Behavior, 21, 223-244. 
Trivers, R. L. (1971). The evolution of reciprocal altruism. Quarterly Review of 
Biology, 46, 35-57. 
Twenge, J. M.，Baumeister R. F.，Dewall, C. N.’ Ciarocco, N. J., & Bartels, J. M. 
(2007). Social exclusion decreases prosocial behavior. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 92, 56-66. 
Van Lange, P. A. M.，Otten, W., De Bruin, E. M. N., & Joireman, J. A. (1997). 
Development of prosocial, individualistic and competitive orientations: 
Theory and preliminary evidence. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 73, 733-746. 
Van Vugt, M. (1998). The conflicts of modem society. The Psychologist, 289-292. 
Van Vugt. M.，& Van Lance, P. A. M. (2006). The altruism puzzle: Psychological 
adaptations for prosocial behavior. In M. Schaller, J. A. Simpson, & D. T. 




Wedekind, C.，& Braithwaite，V. (2002). The long term effects qf human generosity 
in indirect reciprocity. Current Biology, 12, 1012-1015. 
Williamson, G. M.，& Clark, M. S. (1989). Providing help and desired relationship 
type as determinants of changes in moods and self-evaluations. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 56, 722-73. 
Wilson, D. S., (1997). Altruism and organism: Disentangling the themes of 
Multilevel Selection theory. The American Naturalist, 150, 122-134. 
58 
Appendices 
Appendix 1- Items for Measuring Variables in Help-Giving Situations 
A. Perceived recipient's reciprocation 
1. Since the helping episode, how much effort did the other person make to 
'repay' the help you provided? 
2. To what extent do you believe the other person has reciprocated the help? 
B. Social normative support 
1. To what extent did your helping follow social expectations? 
2. How much would your friends and family approve of what you did for the 
other person? 
3. To what extent did you act in a way that someone in your position should act? 
4. Did you act towards the person you helped in a way that was appropriate, 
given the relationship between you? 
C. Perceived own benefits 
1. No matter what anyone's intentions or expectations may have been, how 
costly or beneficial did the help giving in this episode turn out to be for you? 
(-3 = Costly, 3 = Beneficial) 
59 
2. As far as you can tell, and no matter what anyone's intentions or expectations 
may have been, how much better or worse off were you as a result the help 
giving in this episode? (-3 = Worse off, 3 = Better off) 
3. How dissatisfied or satisfied were you with this experience? (-3 = Very 
dissatisfied, 3 = Very satisfied) 
4. How negative or positive was the experience for you? (-3 = Very negative, 3 
=Very positive) 
D. Perceived other's benefits 
1. 1. No matter what anyone's intentions or expectations may have been, how 
costly or beneficial did the help giving in this episode turn out to be for the 
other person? (-3 = Costly, 3 = Beneficial) 
2. As far as you can tell, and no matter what anyone's intentions or expectations 
may have been, how much better or worse off was the other person as a result 
the help giving in this episode? (-3 = Worse off, 3 = Better off) 
E. Willingness to help others in the future 
1. Did the help you provided make you commit to provide more or less similar 
help to others in the future? 
2. To what extent does the help serve as an example for how you would like to 
treat others? 
60 
3. Did the help you provided make you more or less committed to provide 
similar help to others in the future? 
61 
Appendix 2 - Items for Measuring Variables in Help-Receiving Situation 
A. Effect of help 
1. How successful was the help 
2. How useful was the help? 
3. How positive was the help? 
4. How productive was the help? 
B. Perceived consideration from the donor 
1. How far did the other person take your safety and health into consideration? 
2. How far did the other person take your feelings into consideration? 
3. How far did the other person take your situation into consideration? 
C. Perceived own benefits 
1. As far as you can tell, and no matter what anyone's intentions or expectations 
may have been, how much better or worse off were you as a result the help 
giving in this episode? (-3 = Worse off, 3 = Better off) 
2. How dissatisfied or satisfied were you with this experience? (-3 = Very 
dissatisfied, 3 = Very satisfied) 
3. How negative or positive was the experience for you? (-3 = Very negative, 3 
=Very positive) 
D. Perceived other's benefits 
62 
1. No matter what anyone's intentions or expectations may have been, how 
costly or beneficial did the help giving in this episode turn out to be for the 
other person'? (-3 = Costly, 3 = Beneficial) 
2. As far as you can tell, and no matter what anyone's intentions or expectations 
may have been, how much better or worse off was the other person as a result 
the help giving in this episode? (-3 = Worse off, 3 = Better off) 
E. Willingness to help others in the future 
1. Did the help you received make you commit to provide more or less similar 
help to others in the future? 
2. To what extent does the help serve as an example for how you would like to 
treat others? 
3. Did the help you received make you more or less committed to provide 
































•  -  •  .  . 
...  •  T": 
，v
.-
 .  -  /  ‘  . 
-•  -  •  •  -  -  •  •  •  •  .  -
•  ;  .  、：
..、
•
 )-  ,  .  .
.




 .  -
. K  .•+•...
 .--..,...••••-.、.
 .  .  . 






 ".  .  .:, 















 /  ..  -  .  ,  •. -  ,  : 








 .  .
:.
.





 •  •  .  -  .  ..,,
:(，
：







 .•  •  .  ‘  -  ••  •  -•  .  . 






























 •  V  . 








 f  -  -
•












 、  t  -  -  -  .广.：
•


















 •  ：  •





 ,  •  -  /C
-
 -x  -  r
.,







 ‘  ，
.，
 ‘  ；  、.  •.
，
..
 •  .  ,  .  - d  .  ：  .  ,  •  \  -  .：
，广
.















































CUHK L i b r a r i e s 
_ _ _ _ _ 
0 0 4 4 3 3 4 6 5 
